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African American Children and Successful Urban Public Elementary Schools
Diana T. Slaughter-Defoe, Adrianne AndreWs, and Donghui Zhang! |
Graduate School of Education

Univereity of Pennsylvania

Introduction
The object'i've of this continuing ethnographic case study is to discover and

describe how, and if, the intersect of policy and practice, as articulated by educational
leadership, serve to create a school culture that fosters positive educational outcomes for
at-risk, low-income children in two Philadelphia public elementary schools. The selected
schools countered expectations By having reached and sustained an academic achievement
standard that essentially-deﬁes predicted 'leve.15 for similarly situated at-risk children.
Thus, the schools are noted in this city for their consistent records of academic excellence

and positive educatlonal outcomes. Grades K-4 were selected for this study because '

- primary grade levels have been shown to be the levels at which the first notlceable :

declines in achievement occur among at-risk students. The working assumption

“underlying this study, based on the findings of previous research with private schools

(Slaughter-Defoe, 1995), was that schools that educate best demonstrate consistency
between their mission and goals in .terms of both policy and practice. Therefore, it was
hypothesized that a philosophically coherent school community, shared by p1vota1
stakeholders in the child's caregiving systern (e. g admunstrators ,teachers parents),
would provide the necessary and sufficient context for the successful child outcomes.

Although this paper emphasizes the results of preliminary classroom observations, the

larger case study also addresses parent-school relations.
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Background
Edmonds (1979) introduced.the concept of effective schools for lower income
children. At that time, the concept did not include an emphasie on children’s families,
neighborhoods, and communities. In fact, the concept was de51gned to focus squarely on |
principal and teacher accountability for student achlevement A generation of child
poverty, particularly among African Americans and other ethnic miccrity children and
families in cities like Philadelphia (Wilson, 1996) has led to more deeply entrenched child |
and family poverty ic urban metropolitan areas, with potentially predictable
v conse.quences for school achievement (Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997). Philadelphia is
. typical of meny such cities with disproportionate numbers of children living in poverty |
(Foley, 1998). Children are developing in a post-industrial society in which learning - |
_ how to leamn, life-long 1earniné, problem-solving and problem-finding, and other critical
thinking skills, will be even more highly valued in the future. Basic skills are essent1a1
if these same chxldren are to be employable as adults. The kind of schoohng
experiences needed by the children differ from those of Edmonds' time, and therefore,
the characteristics cf effective schools could be expected to differ (Shields, 1991).

School Effectiveness Research: Early Foundations

School effectiveness research addressing public educatiog’is largely based on
challenging the notion advanced in the 1960s (see Coleman, Cam;bell_, Hobson,
McPartland, Mood, Weinfield, & York, 1966) that stud_ents’ school achievement levels
are strongly correlated to sﬁdent background charecteristics and not to school

characteristics (Wang, Haertal, & Walberg, 1995). The implications of Coleman et al.'s

research are most serious for lower income and minority students as responsibility for




low achievement is set stluarely on their shoulders. Edmonds (1979) successfully
demonstrated that there were schools in low-income and minority neighborhoods that
managed to produce student achievement levels beyond the expectations for them based
on their resources and high numbers of at-risk students and families served. Therefore, |
school effectiveness research had a foundation upon which to build.
| From its earliest genesis, research on school effectiveness has been marked by .'
differences in approach and perspective outlined in comprehensive reviews of the
progress made toward deconstructing and working with Edmonds’ model. The primary
focus was on in-class and in-school educational accountability. Early deconstruction
is perhaps best exemplified by a benchmark discussion of the basic issues in the field,
inclnsive of the role of parental involvement and participation in schools, hy James
Comer and Ronald Edmonds (National Center for Effective Schools, 1989)

School Effectiveness Research Recent Develoornents

School effectiveness research has evolved over the-last two decades and reviews
of this research have concluded that fruitful and pOS1t1ve progress continues to be made
(e.g., Wang et al., 1995 Fuller & Clarke, 1994 Kratzer 1996) The deﬁnition of school
effectiveness has shifted in its emphasis from one of equity to one of productivity

(Binkowski, Cordeiro, & Iwanicki, 1995). Another basis of division in school
| effectiveness research stems from different approaches reviewers have discovered. For
e’xamnle, quantitative input-outputstudies, process-product studies, case studies, and
outlier studies (Wang et al., 1995) have been suggested as four distinct ways that 4
research in this area has been conducted. o 1,
A docurnent issued by the Council of the Great City Sch0301s (March, 1998)

reported there is preliminary evidence of an "urban school comeback" based upon a

- growing consensus by urban educators on the importance of establishing high



expectations for all students, providing for corrective measures focusing on professional « == s+ i

development and effective leadership, organization and management within schools, and
strengthening relations between schools, community organizations, and the general
publibc. Eerlier, the Council (February, 1996) had reported that enhancing parental
involvement in the educétign of children was third on the list of top educational
priorities‘ (following improved achievement and increased financial resources). Thus, é

generation of research into the most effective schooling for "at-risk" youth, has shown

that families and schools need to work together. Parental involvement and good family-

school relatione are essential in order to surpass conventional wisdom about the education -
of disadvantaged children and youth (Shields, 1991). The school cemmunity includes
children’s families, as well as school staff, teachers and peers. In this context, the public -

school principal has a responsibility not only to children, teachers and other school staff,

 but also to the children's parents and the neighboring \community (Comer, 1980; Levin,

1991; Shields, 1991; Slaughter-Defoe, 1995).

_ Method

Fuller and -Clarke (1994), working with data from the developing world, also note
a divisien in the definition and research area positioning the "policy mechanics" approach,
which emphasizes the identification of particular school inputs that raise student
achievement against the ?'classfoom culturélist" approach, which focuses on implicitly
modeled norms used in classrooms and how.children become socialized to accept these
norms. The methods of this study are most closely aligned with!tahe classroom culturélist
approach. However, emphasis is on both school culture and classroom culture. .

Focusing on edueational research in the United States and examining the evolution’

of more advanced, multi-method tools for studying schooling, Stringfield & Herman

(1996) noted the methodological progress made on the quantitative and qualitative fronts. -

Qualitatively, developments in alternative research methods, including the case study

5



methodology used in this study, have overcome the most persistently-cited limitations = -~~~ "L

of quantitative analyses: insensitivity to school contextual or cultural environments.
This research uses an ethnographic case study approach to st\idy two of the
educationally successful "outliers" serving children in Philadelphia.. The 'study also uses
triangulation in method since both statistical and textual data analyses are em-pléyed.
Both participating elementary schools (one is K-8, the other K-4) have a lower
income African American student population of 40% or be&er (percentage of students
eligible forlfree lunch; racial/ethnic breakdown), and are consistently high ranked in local
reading and mathematics achievement scores, as identified in Philadeiphia’s Annual ScHool .
Report Card. In addition, local public opinion of these schools is highly favorable. .
Between September 2000 and May 2001, a total of 33 grade K-4 classroom
observations were conducted at one of the schools, and 23 at the other, for a total of 56

five-hour sessions that were recorded and subsequently written up by the first (DTSD)

and second (ARA) authors of this paper. Both qualitative researchers visited the same .

classes in both schools on different days. In addition, several interviews were conduqted
with both principals by the first author (DTSD). | |

Presently we are interviewing classroom teachers who have typically been at the
schools for over 7 years (about 4-5 in each school) to fufthef amplify existing historical
case study information. Parent surveys are being conducted in the primary grades during
the report card periods at each school.- The data will be used to assist in interpreting
al;eady obtained classroom and school-lbased observations. The balance of this paper
focuses on presentation of the preliminary results of classroom observations conducted in
the primary grade classrooms of each school during 2000-2001. 3

Drs. Slaughter-Defoe and Andrews observed in the classrooms of both schools
being contrasted in this paper. In addition, over the observational year,A2001-2002,

the three co-authors met at least 25 times on a weekly basis in the process of monitoring

the observational procedures, and obtaining preliminary agreements of what we were
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observing in our respéc‘:tiQe schools and classroorﬁs. The list of approximafely 50
generated variables reflects what we saw and referenced in our discussions of our ongoing
experiences in the schools. The list is not exhaustive, but it probably does comprise what
would be most often and easily referenced if the focus of the observations emphasized
were to emphasize teacher effectiveness during visits to these, or similarly situated,

primary grade classrooms (Wang & Walberg, 1991).

Results
Each of the 56 classroom visits was summarized in detail by the field observers,

the first and second authors of this paper, Slaughter-Defoe (DTSD) and Andrews (ARA),

- immediately following the observation period. The narrated records were then unitized

according to the preferences of the individual field observer, typié,ally when a time
segment and/or a codable seqUehce of events had occurred. Using this procedure, a total
of 1877 basic Nudist text units were generated by the two field observers, DITSD and
ARA. These text units were subsequently (spring, summer 2001) coded by the two ﬁeld .
observers (DTSD and ARA), and entered into NUDIST in fall, 2001 by the third'co-

author of this paper, Zhang (QSR NUDIST 4 User s Guide, 1997)
_Fleld Observer Coding

Field observers routinely made reference to five different types of activity during
the data collection and narrative writing phase of the observation portion of this project:
1) the nature of the classroom or field site upon entry (ENTRY); 2) related general and
descriptive observations about the site throughout the particulax;_gbservation session
(GENERAL OBSERVATION); 3) all instances in which the field observer was drawn
into classroom interaction. as a "participant observer". By the teacher or by the children

(MY INVOLVEMENT); 4) all instances in which a teacher queried the observer about
the researcher's role (TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF RESEARCHER); and 5) instances

- of more reflective or interpretative, rather than descriptive, observer act1v1ty
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(REFLECTION). Percentages of the total coded categories in these five.areas were: .. ... -

remarkably similar for both schools. For P. School they were 3% (Entry), 13.6%
(General observation), 3.4% (My involvement), 2.8%.(Teacher perceptions of
researcher), and 9% (Reflection), respect'ively;.for G. School they were 3.1% (Entry).
15.7% (General observation), 2.6% (My 1nvolvement) 3.2% (Teacher perceptions of ‘
. researcher), and 9.8% (Reflection), respectlvely |
Analyses of results indicated the first author (DTSD) did more unitizing of the
observations of classrooms in both schools than the second author (ARA).2 DTSD
had a total of 1360 text units (72% 'Qf total); ARA a total of 511 text units (28% of total).
However, ARA conducted slightly more total school visits, particularly at P. School.
DTSD completed 11 visits to P. School' ARA completed 22 visits; DTSD completed
14 visits to G. School ARA completed 9 visits.3 In summary, a total of 1008 text units
were obtained for P. School, and a total of 869 units were obtained for G. School

Coding Class Activity and Focus

Three clusters of coded categories or variables were created by the first author

(DTSD) 1) Cluster A: Subject Matter; 2) Cluster B: Perceptlble Classroom Chmate |
:i:'::and Organization; and 3) Cluster C: Interactlons
Cluster A refers to the explicit curriculum subject being studied during the
observation that served to contextualize and designéte the associated teacher and student
| activities and behaviors. .Scho‘ol trips, infrequently made during observer days, were n
" designated Extracurricular Activity,4 and also clustered in this grouping. Cluster A
coded categories were mutually exclusive. Students, for exanipleg,)were not coded as
studying Language Arts and Mathematics in the same coded unit.a However, if more
than one acédemic activity was being explicitly addressed by classroom students, the
designation "Academic" was used.

Cluster B, Perceptible Classroom Climate and Organization, refers to the

. characteristic focus or purpose of the designated unit from the perspectivé of the overall




 class climate and organization. One emphasis was on whether the class engaged in whole -~ =~ =

group instruction (DIRECT INSTRUCTION), independent projects (CHILD-
'CENTERED INSTRUCTION), or small group instruction (Direct instruction, and/or
'Child-centered instruction). Generally, a oeriod of change in class behaviors |
- (TRANSITION) ensued with a shift in classroom su_bject matter, affecting classroom
climate and org_anization, even if only temporarily. '

Other unusual experiences or contexts affected classroom climate and organization.
On occasion, parents were present and even engaged in teaching students (PARENT -

: PARTICIPATION) In-class examinations created a specific climate (EXAMINATION
PROCEDURES), and usually demanded a partlcular type of orgamzatlon and '
management, as did explicit emphases on cultural diversity (CULTURAL DIVERSITY

LEARNING) and/or racial or ethnic identity (RACIAL IDENTITY LEARNING). |

Unhke Cluster A coded categones Cluster B coded categories were not deslgnated-
mutuaIly exclusive.

Finally, regardless of class activity or subject matter focus or the more general
strategies observed to be in use to organize the classroom learmng environments, teachers
.and students 1nteracted verbally Cluster C behaviors address thls 1nteract1ve focus
Some teacher behaviors focused on 1nstructlonal effor_ts (ORIENTATION; CONTENT
EXPAN SION; FEEDBACK TO STUDENTS; SCAFF OLDING/ENABLING), while
others seemed to address student motiv_ational, social and behavioral characteristics.
(NURTURING; SOCIAL SKILLS; STUDENT ENCOURAGEMENT; SCHOOL
VALUES; PRAISE; DISCIPLINE-MILD VERBAL; DISCIPLRYE-SANCTIONS;
DISCIPLINE-ISOLATION). Also relative to teacher-student interactive focus,
extremely-high levels of student involvement or engagement with classroom activities
(STUDENT ENGAGEMENT) as well as non-involvement or participation
(STUDENT NON-PARTICIPATION) were recorded and coded. Teachers' interactive



strategies for manéginé 'stxude-nts sometimes emphasized distinctions betwe_:en‘ boys and -
girls (GENDER DISTINCTIONS), a preference for one or another racial
(PREFERENTIAL-RACIAL) or cultural (PREFERENTIAL-CULTURAL) group, or a
preference for a particular gender (PREFERENTIAL-GENDER). Peer relations were

recorded and coded on a preliminary basis for interactions particularly within and across

gender and race (PEER RELATIONS A-D). Field observers also recorded instances of

teacher interactions with other adults (TEACHER-ADULT RELATIONS), including the
special instances of other teéch_ers (CONVERSATION) and intrusions (CLASS |
INTERRUPTIONS). | |

Like Cluster B coded categories, Cluster C coded categories were also not
designated mutually exclusive.

Cluster A. Subject Matter. Table 1 presents the percentages of observed text

units in divergent primary grade subject-matter éategories for both P. and G. Schools.

Insert Table 1 here

A total of 15 ranked coding categories that were identified and used in grades

- K-4 are included in Table 1. The rank-difference coefficient for this cluster of variables

is1=.335, wheret = 1.282, df = 13. This t is non-significant; it fnust reach 1.771 to be
significant at the .05 level or better. Therefore, we have no reason to reject the null

hypothesis indicating both schools, 'when observed, gave approximately equivalent time
. . . l)

and effort to traditional school subjects. Reading, Mathematics, and Language Arts rank
“highest. However, we observed few instances of Science activity at P. School, and

_ almost no instances of Music activity at G. School.

Cluster B: Classroom Climate and Organization. Table 2 presents the

percentages of observed text units focused on classroom climate and organization of
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the learning environmentj ‘T'his table has the following eight ranked categvories: :

Insert Table 2 here

Child-centered instruction, Direct instruction, Class rituals and routineg, Examination
procedures, Cultural diversity learning, Racial identity learning, Parent participation
and Transition. The rank-difference coefficient for this cluster of variables

ist = .839, where t =3.778,df = 6. This t is significant at the p < .01 level. The
variable in this cluster that most clearly distinguishes the two schools is Parent |
Participation. .G. School had more recorded instances of parental participation in
classroom instructional activities than P. School. Many of those observed instances
were quite rich and involved. Both schools were observed to use both Child-centered
énd Direct instructional strategies throughout the primary grades, and frg:quently in the
same classrooms, though P. School appeared to favor the child-centered instructional
'approach.' Néither school integrated cultﬁral and racial issues into classroom content - _
to an}; great degree; though other more general school observations indicated P. School
focused attention to this area at the end of each school year in speéially prepared

projects.

Cluster C: Teacher and Student Interactions. Table 3 presents the

percentages of observed text units focused on teacher and student interactions in the
%

learning environments observed. The rank-difference coefficient for this cluster of

Insert Table 3 here

parh
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variablesisr=.819. Thetis 6.987, df = 24, significant at p <.005. The eight ‘varia-bles _
in this cluster that most clearly distinguish the two schools in order of magnitude are: (1)
Discipline C-isolation or Time Out; (2) Content expansion; (3) Peer relations A: same
race and gender; (4) Preferential-Racial; (5.5) Scaffolding/enabling; (5.5) Nurfuring; (7
Gender distinctions; énd (8) Social skills. G. School has énoticeably highef rank oﬁ |
Content expansibn, incidence of same race)same gender Peer relations, incidence of racial
Preference shown by teachers, and Scaffolding/enabling. G. School also has higher ranking B
on 3 of the 4 (excluding Orientation) instructional categories (i.e., Feedback to students, |
Scaffollding/enabl'ir'ig in addition to Content expansion). Finally, G. School has a higher
incidence of Gender distinctions, such that éhildren are grouped and managed by direct
reference to their gender. In contrast, P. Schobl has noticeably higher rankings on
incidence of Disciplinary Isolafion\(separation from group, tin‘le-out,' etc.), and of

incidence of observed teacher Nurturing and focus on the children's Social skills.

Discussion

The aim of the discussion is to interpret the field observational findings

_with respect to the classes and activities of these two elementary schools attended by

African American children who are experiencing school success. Observations will be
interpreted in view of what we saw and learned, and of what we know about the schools,
in particular the history of African American families with these schools, and the role
of school leadership, relative to parent participation, attention to basics, and teacher
autonomy. Further, What we have been finding is discussed in v;i;:W of earlier
research with successful private schools (Slaughter-Defoe, 1995).-’

The findings presented in Table 1 should be construed as pertaining to
what field observers saw and learned about when classroom observations were made,

typically in the mornings, ending after lunch around 1:3 Opm. For example, the

apparently limited focus on Science activities at P. School could be accounted for by

12



the fact that visits were ge.nerally limited to the same day each week (and the same day

bi-weekly at G. School) for one observer (ARA). Science activities generally took place -
outside of the observation days and times. Because Science activities occurred on

altef_nating days and late in the day, théy were either observed on days when visits |

~were rescheduled or on days when ARA stayed uhtil the very end of the school day.

What we do know from reviewing class schedules, however, is that at both .
schools in the mornings children in grades K-4 were given extensive daily instruction
in language arts, méthematics, and reading. Frequently, during periods of child-centered
instruction, children's experiences in more than one of these areas were cbmbihed | '
(Academic). Music lessons were frequently observed at P. School; Science lessons, -
and lessons in Foreign language learning at G. School. Neither Spelling nor Social
Studies were ranked above the top 5 in either school.

Looking at Table 2, the reader might conclude that with régard to classroom
climate and organization of learning environments, the two schools aré very similar
witﬁ the exception of G. School having ‘bee‘n observed to have more parent participation
in classroom instructional activities. Nothing could be further from the truth. G. School
is larger that P. School, and has a history of formalism and serious, stately approaéh to

the processes of education and learning, that counters the convivial, humanistic; open'

approach of P.'s school culture. Only a small number of P. School parents can be

regularly active in its school activities, since. the livelihoods of maﬁy do not afford flexible

. hours and schedules for parent participation during the day. Nor are there, as is the case

with G. School parents, a number of "stay-at-home" parents Wil’:}’l children in the school.
3

Nonetheless, it is important that, given the extensive amount of teacher autonomy

extended to faculty at both schools, G. School teachers avail themselves of this parent

community as a significant resource and source of support to their ongoing instructional

activities. Rich and deep instances of parental participation were observed at G. School,

- and parents are a significant part of the school's fabric, thanks to the leadership
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vprovided by fhat school'é principal i.n this area. -

P School integrates cultural diversity issues into its curriculum, particularly .
at a school-wide level toward the conclusion of each school year, during which i)roj ects
that began earlier in the year at the individual child le‘vel culminate in a schoo]j-wide |
celebration. We came to believe ﬂ1at‘P School has been successful in educating students
because a school cultﬁre has been developed in which téa_chers are permitted autonomy
in determining their teéching styles. The’values conveyed verbally to the children, and
integrated into the curriculum, are enacted in the autonomy granted the teachers in how
: they_choose to teach, and how they incorporate best practice into .their teaching..
The climate of the school is such that teachers and students alike are empowered.
The values verbally convgyed to the students throughout the school are enacted and
modgled through thé freedom of qreétive teaching (Slaughter—Defoe_& Andrews, 2001).

However, despite teacher autonorﬁy and what. we know of the racial histoﬁes
of both schoois, we observed few instances of integrated approaches to racial identity -
development and cultural diversity within the ongoing classroom instruc‘;tionai activities.
For example, P. School has had a long-standing commitment to racial integration |
(Slaughter-Defoe & Andrews,A 2001), and G. School, though it is a neighborhood schqol,
has a reputation for having only recently (past 10 years) encouraged the attendanc¢ |
of African Amefican students. |

Data in Table 3 indicate that intelractions between teachers and students at
. both schools address feedback to students about their academic pérforrnances, and
student discipline and praise. The faculty at P. Schc;ol are some;v’vhat more likely to be
nurturing, to emphasize school values, and the development of sttidents' social skills.
These observational ﬁndings are consisfent with thé more "humanistic" value
orientation (Slaughter & Schneider, 1986; Slaughter & Johnson, 1988) of P. School.

‘In somewhat of a contrast, faculty at G. School stréss more varied and

_elaborate styles of direct instruction. In earlier research, the first author has labeled



. thls classroom orientation "delillaerate" noting that African American parents, unlike "
other parents, were particularly approvihg of its more "teacher-centered" focus
(Slaughter & Schneider, 1986; Slaughter & Johnson, 1988).

_ Consistent with its formalism and status-orientation, some faculty at
G. School were observed to make more gender distinctions ("Boys should line
up here, girls'there," etc. sorts of statements) and to exhibit more preferential
behavior by race of child. However, at both schools observed instances of
such treatments of students were remked very low. This suggests that principal
leadership in both schools has a strong anti forceful role in encouraging equity in
educational processes. |

In the immediate future, discussions around these issues will occur

with both principals. The newer principal at G. School expressed a desire for _
the school to move forward in this directien when interviewed. Further, at P. School,
for exélmple, there is a high velue placed on respect for diversity threughout the school;
diversity'in teaching learning styles, in the compesition of the student body, faculty,.
~and staff. As one teacher said in conversation, "Everything‘in education comes hard.
Supplies, everything. But we’re lucky because we have a good principal... You have
to have a go'od principal. Ours is good. She iooks out for us." Thus, the school culture
that has develobed with the leadership of a progressive principal allows for and
accommodates diversity. Mutual respect and cooperation are both directly and

indirectly taught, through instruction and by the modeling of appropriate behaviors.

Educational Implications
This paper reports data from an ortgoing study of the classr_oo'm- learning
environments in grades K-4 of two contrasting Philadelphia schools that are
successfully serving 40 percent or more lower income and African American children.

However, what has been observed in the classroom pedagogy is being interpreted in the

Sper
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_context of each school's mission and goals, as shared by administrators, teachers, and

parents.
Both schools are multicultural and multiracial. However, the mission and goals

of these two public neighborhood elementary schools, inclusive of philosophical

* underpinnings affecting the children's educability are different. They differ in how =

school community is structured and sﬁstained by their principals and other in-school
academic leaders, and in related academic and social value orientations. We were able to
interpret what we obserV_e:d in classrooms in view of our understanding of the cultural
context of both of thes_e very different, but top-performing, schoolé: Therefore, it is
absolutely essential to look past achievement performance criteria to avoia concluding -
that "one size. fits all" and that there is.one path toward successful education of
children, including African American children. _Clearly, that viewpoint ignores the

contributions of school culture, history, and leadership to the educational process. In

concluding this study, our other interview and survey data will be integrated to make

this pvoin't even more forcefully. The purposeful leadership of these two schoqls'
women principals has contributed t.o'educati'onall practices and policies that maximize
the educational performance outcornés of the at-risk children attending the schools theyb
adm'inisfer. |

The purpéses of this paper have been to introduce the stuAdy aﬁd to share some
of the obtained classroom observational data. .Since.: a holistic eﬂmoéraphic approach is
used to study the schools, the results.could contribute significantly to the field of '
education by helping to establish contemporary criteria for\‘éxcel'l’ence in urban |
elementary education. By focusing on the lived experiences of yo:mg children in
successful public schools, and thus describing the effects of the school and its
neighboring community upon the achievements of the students, this study contributes

to the national focus on similar schools serving young children, and to an understanding

of the factors conducive to children’s successful transition into middle school and
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beyond. Finally, the intensive study of urban schools that succéséﬁllly eduéate
pn'rnafy gréde students and.their constituents contributes to a more general '
upderstanding of the potential of pub.lic schooling in thekZISt century by describing
how the in-school lives of elernentéry school-aged children are impacted b}"
partnerships betWeen families and schools that appear to sewice the children

effectively.
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Flootnotes |

1Unpublished paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational

Research Association, New Orleans, LA, April 1-5, 2002, in the session,

Gender and Race: Issues Related to K-12 Settings (Committee on Scholars and
Advocates for Gender Equity, Committee on Scholars of Color in Education)

Copies are available from Diana Slaughter-lDefoe, Graduate School of Education,
University of Pennsylvania, 3700 Walnut Street,'Philadélphia, PA, 19104-6216.
Background reading for this particular public school research project was begun with the
first author's first postdoctoral fellow, Dr. Wendy Akua Addae in 1998-99, given her
original intent to adapt techniques developed in an earlier study of four successful
Chicago-area private schools to>the present formulation of the identical research - |
questionl in the public school arena (Sléught‘er & Schneider, 1986; S.lau.ghter & Johnson,
1988). Permission to conduct research in-the Philadelphia public schools was granted in
spring 2000.
2By professional background, Dr. .Slaughter-Defoe is a developmental and clinical |
psychologist. At the time of data collection and coding, Dr. Ancire\;vs, wnose.
doctorate is in anthropology, was a postdoctora'l fellow in urban edncatidn at the

- University of Pennsylvania. The criteria for unitizing were left to each observer. Itis
believed that in unitiz’ing the classroom narratives, DTSD was more likely to emphasize
sequence-of-events, while ARA was more likely .to emphasize time.
3Site visits were limited to Ontober through March. Access was limited during school
start-up in September, and in April when‘ann_ual testing occurred. Classroom
observations were completed by May, 2001.
4Given her schedule, ARA observed on a number of school trips both at P, school and
at G. school. The trips were felt to be data rich experiencés especially relative to the
enactment of school values, curricular expansion and elabora_tion, parent-teacher

interaction, student-teacher interaction, and peer relations.
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Table 1

Percentages.of Observed Text Units in
Divergent Primary Grade Subject-Matter Categories

Note: The total number of units observed at P. School was 1008; at G. -
School it was 869. Since they continued:im.one of the above earlier

classified categories, not all units were coded according to ongoing subject |
matter. We believe the 252 units at P. School and the 302 units at G. School
that were unctlassified by subject matter wonld probably not have
significantly changed subject matter rankings if they had been classified.
Table I codes are mutually exclusive to each.other in asgiven unit.

N = Raw number of NUDIST text units.

The rank-difference coefficient for this cluster of variables
is r=.335, where t = 1.282, df = 13. This t is not significant.

23
— .

1-Subject Matter - - P.PublicScheol .~ | . Public School

) . % Rank (N (% Rank 5]
-{ Language arts 1188 1 {(189) 7.8 4 - (68)

| Math 11 2 a1s) 11 1 (96)

| Reading 10 3 (102) | 10 2. (88) |
| Academic 96 4. ©ON{181 3 (77"
1. Recess I 56 5 56y|15 14 (13)

1 Music | 47 6 (48) {02 = 15 ()
| Spelling: 35 7 (35) /2.6 10 . (23) |
{ Lunch { 28 8 28 {17 13 (15) |
| Social Studies = - | 22 9 22)155 5 (48)
. | Extracurricular R :

T Activity 12 10 2124 1t 1) |
- | Library 4 L6 11 (16118 12 (16)7| -
- [Gym 1 - 12 A1)126 F (23) |-
" | Seience 0.9 13 (0¥ 133 6. (29).
| Foreign language | - : ‘

| teaching 055 14 (5)12:8 .5 (24)

-Arts and Crafts 10 .15 (128 85 (24)




_ Table 2 '
Percentages of Observed Text Units Focused on
Classroom Climate and Organization of the Learning Environment |

P. Public School -G. Public School
% Rank _,(E?} '} % "Rank (Na)
[ Child—centered 326 1. {329) | 191 15 (166)
‘| instruction 1 ‘
{Directinstruction | 85 3 (86) |- 191 . 15 (166)
1 Class rituals and . 125 5 (25, 555 (48)
| routines - -,
"1 Examination procedures 1 1 8 1) { .28 7 (24
| Cultural diversity { 47 4 @1 | 46 6 (40
learning - _ _
Racial identity learning, | 12 7 (12) | 24 8 (2D
{ Parent participatior 16 6 (16 | 64 -4 - (56)

| Transition 1 184, 2 (185 155 "3 (135)

. NotezThe total number of units observed at P School was 1008; at G.

Schoot it was 869. €odes in Tabte 2 are not- nmtually exclusme to any :
glven unit. , .

| E= Raw number of NUDIST text units.

K

~ The rank-difference coefficient for this cluster of variables.
is 1 =.839, where t = 3.778, df = 6. This t is significant at the p <.01 level.




Percentages of Observed Text Units Focused on

Table 3

Teacher and Student Interactions in the Learning Environment

Interaction P. Public School | G. Public School
Focus
% Rank QN9 |[% Rank @q)
Teacher-
Student -
Instruction | Orientation 9.5 1 96) | 7 5 (61)
-centered _
Content expansion 0.8 23 822 14 (19)
Feedback to students | 6.8 4 69113 1 (98)
Scaffolding/enabling | 2.7 16.5  (27) 2.5 11 (22
Social- | Nurturing 29 15 (291 21 )
behavioral .
centered A
Social skills 39 12 (39)]2 16 (17
Student 3.4 135 (39)|4 8 (35
-| encouragement
School values . 45 85 (45{24 125 .(21)
Praise 4.4 - 10.5 (44) (5.6 7 (49)
Student engagement | 5.4 6 (598.1 3 (70
Student non- 45 8.5 (49)]3.6 o @3]
participation .
Discipline-Mild 8.6 3 @782 2 (7)
Verbal
Discipline-Sanctions | 9.2 2 (93)]79 4 (69) |
Discipline-Isolation 5 7 .(50){1.8 17 (16) |
Gender distinctions 1.6 20 (16){2.1 15 (18)
Preferential-ractal 0.1 25 (V1.6 18 (14)
Preferential-culture 0. 26 (©) ] 0.6 24.3 (5)
Preferential-gender | 0.2 24 2)[ 0.6 243 5

29
~




Table 3, c_qnﬁnued'

Student -
Student , :
‘ Peer relations- 2 . 18 (20) | 1.5 19 (13)

general :
Peer relations A 2.7 165 (27)]0.6 243 (5)
Peer relations B° 1.5 21 (15) 1 0.9 22 (8)
Peer relations C° 1.8 19 (18)] 1.3 20 (11)
Peer relations D° 1.2 22 (12) | 0.7 23 (6

Teacher - ' " - ' -

Other

Adult(s) :
Class interruptions - | 6.5 5 '(66) | 5.8 6 (50)
Conversation 3.4 13.5  (35)[29 10 (25)
Teacher-adult 44 - 105 - (44) |24 125 (21
relations ' -

Note: The total number of units observed at P. School was 1008; at G. School it was 869.
Codes in Table 3 are not mutually exclusive to a given unit.

N* = Raw number of NUDIST text units

A® = Interactions between same race and same gendér peers
B® = Interactions between same race and cross gender peers
C" = Interactions between cross race and same gender peers

D° = Interactions between cross race and gender peers

The rank-difference coefficient for'this cluster of variable}s
isr=.819. Thetis 6.987, df =24, This tis significant at p <.005.
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